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Raw veganism: The Human Diet
In this chapter, I present some compelling evidence to support the conclusion that the human
species has a specific diet, which is a raw vegan diet of fresh fruit, tender leafy greens, and a
moderate amount of nuts and seeds. Out of the hundred thousands species in the world, the
only one—ours—cooks food. Not surprisingly, our species is the only one that suffers from
numerous maladies. Coincidence? What I suggest is that the consumption of cooked food
(especially animal-based) is unhealthful and undermines our nature. I discuss some evidence,
from evolutionary science to nutrition science, supporting the conclusion that a raw vegan
diet of mostly fruit and to some extent tender leafy greens, nuts, and seeds, is the optimal diet
for our species. This conclusion naturally has profound moral implications regarding our
treatment of non-human animals and the environment.

Is Cooked Food the Human Food?
Many environmental movements, such as the organic food movement, back to nature
movements, nudism, sexual freedom, as well as raw foodism, have their roots in the
Lebensreform (life reform) movement of the late nineteenth century.1 One individual in
particular, with the name of Maximilian Bircher-Benner (1867 – 1939), is credited to have
started raw veganism. In the early twentieth century in America, cigarette smoking and alcohol
were prevalent habits.2 Bircher-Benner’s idea was that since modern civilization has corrupted
and alienated human beings from nature, living well requires a return to natural ways of living, a
life devoid of stimulants, drugs, and processed food. In order to live well one must exercise,
spend time outdoors in nature, and eat healthfully. Bircher-Benner thought that the ideal food for
humans is plant food because plants absorb the sunrays, which are the primary source of vitality.
Consequently, he adopted a vegan diet at first, and eventually came to the logical conclusion that
raw foodism was the best possible way to eat.3 After all, human beings are animals, and animals
do not cook their food. An immediate objection here is that studies that have specifically argued
for raw vegan diets are scarce. The mainstream view is that cooking in general, and the
preparation of foods from animal origins in particular, have led to the expansion of the human

brain, and the widely held view that dense foods and therefore also cooked foods may be
required to maintain good health in light of our large brains.
Out of all the species of animals, humans are the only species that cooks their food—and
the only ones who suffer from obesity, cardiovascular disease, atherosclerosis, diabetes, and
more. Humans are primates. Biped beings were around over four million years ago, though large
and more complex brains, language, and technological abilities developed much later, mainly
during the past 100,000-200,000 years. Physical and genetic similarities indicate that Homo
sapiens is closely related to the great apes. Humans and the great apes have a common ancestor
that lived between eight and six million years ago. According to fossil records, humans first
evolved in Africa between six and two million years ago. Homo erectus emerged about 1.8
million years ago, and Homo sapiens evolved 300,000 years ago in Africa.4 Yet, the practice of
cooking possibly appeared about 250,000 years ago; this is known on the basis of burnt bone
remains found in certain sites. However, some point out that it is not certain that humans then
habitually cooked their food. More substantial evidence shows that human were cooking 20,000
years ago, based on pot making in China.5 Presumably, in that period humans prevalently
consumed raw fruits and tender leafy greens. This is a very speculative area or research because
it concerns a period of time so remote that it precludes researchers from clearly understanding
what was in fact the case. However, using common sense, it is clear that prior to fire control and
any sort of technology, humans ate fruits and tender leafy greens, and perhaps some insects.
Some suggest that cooking food contributed significantly to human’s higher cognitive
capacities. In an article in the Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, researchers
Suzana Herculano-Houzel, and Karina Fonseca-Azevedo argue that cooking food was the key
factor to human increased encephalization: “Absent the requirement to spend most available
hours of the day feeding, the combination of newly freed time and a large number of brain
neurons affordable on a cooked diet may thus have been a major positive driving force to the
rapid increased in brain size in human evolution.”6 Another key sources in the debate over the
role of diet in human brain development is the expensive-tissue hypothesis proposed by Aiello,
L.C. and Wheeler, P. Aiello and Wheeler explain that Homo sapiens developed a larger brain
compared to other mammals has to be viewed as a concomitant event to the reduction in size of
the gastro intestinal tract. According to the authors, this change was favored by “the

incorporation of increasingly greater amounts of animal products into the diet [of Homo
sapiens].”7
Such hypotheses are very interesting, though scientists do not know enough about our
ancestors and the factors that might have contributed to the increase of brain size. However,
more recently, Cornélio, de Bittencourt-Navarrete, and colleagues have argued that, contrary to
the hypotheses of Herculano-Houzel and Fonseca-Azevedo and Aiello and Wheeler, cooking
food or the incorporation of greater amounts of animal products were not the main contributing
factors to the human increased brain size. These researchers rely on neuroanatomical data as well
as archeological evidence “to show that the expansion of the brain volume in the hominin lineage
is described by a linear function independent of evidence of fire control, and therefore, thermal
processing of food does not account for this phenomenon.”8 They show that human brain
increased encephalization during evolution in fact occurred millions of years prior to the time
when humans began cooking food. They argue that cooking food is unlikely the primary catalyst
of the increase in human brain size. In their own words, these researchers point out that, “early
hominins are likely to have obtained enough energy to sustain a large brain on a raw-food diet
with 5–6 h of foraging per day.”9 Cornélio, de Bittencourt-Navarrete, and colleagues also point
out that their current data refute previous data that supporting the hypothesis that cooked food
offered more energetic gain than raw food. They cite a particular 2011 paper by Carmody et al.10,
who suggest that cooking tubers and meat increases energetic gain in mice. Cornélio, de
Bittencourt-Navarrete, and colleagues “repeated the same experiment with meat and failed to
find such energetic benefit in the thermal processing of meat.” Furthermore, they point out that
in a 2009 paper, Carmody and Wrangham indicate that such studies are scarce and often
contradictory.11
Thus, Cornélio, de Bittencourt-Navarrete, and colleagues suggest that rather than cooking
food, it is more likely that brain expansion was favored by longer and longer hours of foraging
per day and by the rise in the use of tools. Presumably, longer hours of foraging suggests that
early humans had to walk farther and farther to find food and in so doing develop memory and
other such cognitive skills required to improve foraging efficiency. Another suggestion that the
researchers make is that another factor that accounts for foraging efficiency is a system of
cooperation among early humans. Yet another important factor that contributed to the expansion
in brain size in my view, which is corroborated by scientific evidence, is certain physiological

mechanisms that improved nutrients absorption. Referring to the 2011 research of Fedrigo,
Pfefferle, Babbitt, et al.12 they suggest that, “For instance, differential expression of glucose
transporters in the human brain could facilitate energy allocation.”13 In sum, the current scientific
literature shows that the hypotheses that cooking food (especially of animal source) as the sole
catalyst factors that contributed to brain expansion during evolution are not supported by
archeological or physiological evidence.
There are some very important observations to be made here. First, the study by Cornélio,
de Bittencourt-Navarrete, and colleagues when they state, “early hominins are likely to have
obtained enough energy to sustain a large brain on a raw-food diet…”14 by “a raw food diet”
they do not suggest a raw vegan diet. In fact, they state the following,
Early hominins likely increased their foraging efficiency by varying their diets,
including seeds and meat, which are more caloric foods than wild plants and fruits.
We provide compelling evidence indicating that thermal food processing is unlikely
to explain increases in the foraging efficiency of early hominins.15
Note an interesting aspect of this statement. The authors offer evidence to show that cooking
meat was not the factor that promoted brain growth; in fact they make clear that brain growth
was likely due to other factors, such as the rise of tools, cooperation, and longer foraging hours,
which increased foraging efficiency. And their increased foraging efficiency was promoted by
their consumption of high-caloric food, including meat and seeds. Now there are at least three
problems with the notion that raw meat provided early hominins a good level of energy to enable
them to improve their foraging efficiency. One is that early hominins, arguably, did not have
access to considerable and continual amounts of meat, especially prior to the development of
reliable hunting skills. I would assume that meat was an occasional source of calories rather than
a dietary staple. Second, consider the following three factors: (a) the significant expenditure of
energy required hunting; (b) the difficulties and risks involved in hunting; (c) the brain requires a
considerable supply of glucose. Consequently, it would seem more plausible to assume that the
main contributing food that favored the expansion of the human brain was fruit, which is high in
glucose and easier to come by than meat, especially if it is considered that early humans lived in
tropical areas where fruit abounded. Third, raw flesh is not easy to chew and even less easy to
digest (not to mention that the taste of fruit—even fruit like durian—is way more pleasant than
raw flesh, and especially the flesh of ancient wild animals was tougher than the flesh of

domesticated animals). Consider the expenditure of calories required to hunt, to slaughter, and to
chew and digest raw meat. Even if that were the case, it is hard to think how this might have
satisfied the brain’s demand for glucose. As Katherine Zink and Daniel Lieberman point out, the
masticatory features of early humans (as well as modern humans, I want to say) were inadequate
for chewing raw meat: “These derived masticatory features suggest that the genus Homo
consumed foods that were easier to eat, requiring fewer, less forceful chews and reducing the
need for high maximum bite forces.”16 Leslie C. Aiello and Peter Wheeler make the same
observation: “Gut size is highly correlated with diet, and relative small guts [like human guts] are
compatible only with high-quality, easy-to-digest food.”17
What follows from all this? Let’s review a few points:
1. Current research provides compelling evidence indicating that cooking in general, and
the preparation of foods from animal origins in particular, were not the catalyst to the expansion
of the human brain during the past 2 million years.
2. Prior to the development of reliable hunting skills, early hominins would not
(presumably) have a steady supply of meat; and prior to fire control, they would not cook it.
3. Hunting requires a higher expenditure of calories than foraging where fruit is plenty
and available.
4. Raw meat is hard to chew and difficult to digest. In short, our small guts are not
compatible with meat, raw or cooked. Humans have relative small guts; and small guts are
compatible with easy-to-digest food.
5. The brain of early hominins grew as a result of eating high-quality, glucose-rich food.
What evidently follows from these premises is that, while human beings can digest raw
greens, some starchy plants, some tubers, and raw flesh, it is fruit the most efficient and optimal
food considering our physiological features. Consequently, fruit is the best possible food for
humans—the food that humans are designed to eat. Most importantly, from the above discussion
of the literature it is evident that the food that contributed to the enlargement of the human brain
is fruit!
Now, what further evidence do we have that fruit was responsible for the enlargement of
the human brain? A new study has recently emerged to corroborate this conclusion. Alex
DeCasien originally set out to test whether monogamous primates had bigger brains than more
promiscuous species.18 DeCasien collected data for the diets and social lives of more than 140

species of monkeys, apes, lorises, and lemurs. She asked which features were more likely to be
correlated with bigger brains. Monogamy, promiscuity, group size, and other factors did not
seem to predict anything about a primate’s brain size. The one factor that predicts which species
have larger brains is whether the subjects consumed primarily leaves or fruit.
While many scientists find the news surprising, I don’t find it surprising at all. It is
logical to assume that in order to have a bigger brain, early hominins had to have a change in
diet. Tubers and other starchy plants and raw meat are hard if not impossible to digest. Breaking
down those foods takes a lot of time and energy. On the other hand, eating fruit is the quickest
and most efficient way to acquire calories, that is, fruit is plentiful and easy to come by in
tropical areas, it is easy to eat, it is more satisfying to eat than a raw piece of flesh or a starchy
plant or tuber, and it is very easy to digest. And considering that the brains primary fuel is
glucose, fruit benefitted early humans by offering a reliable and easy-to-come-by source of
energy for the brain, which is what contributed to its growth. Also I want to suggest that there is
further evidence to support the thesis that fruit is the human diet. I will mention a few examples:
1. Najjar, R.S.; Moore, C.E.; Montgomery, B.D. A defined, plant-based diet utilized in an
outpatient cardiovascular clinic effectively treats hypercholesterolemia and hypertension and
reduces medications. Najjar, R.S.; Moore, C.E.; Montgomery, B.D. A defined, plant-based diet
utilized in an outpatient. This study was published in 2018 in the journal Clinical. Cardiology.
This study shows the result of the implementation of a raw vegan diet for 4 weeks in a clinical
setting with 30 patients. Granted, 4 weeks may be too short a time and 30 people too small a
sample size. At any rate, the researchers found that despite such a short period of time, patients
were greatly benefitted by a raw vegan diet. They concluded,
A defined plant-based diet can be used as an effective therapeutic approach in the
clinical setting in the treatment of HTN, hypercholesterolemia, and other
cardiovascular risk factors while simultaneously reducing overall medication
usage. Patients may find this therapeutic approach preferable to conventional and
costly drug therapy. Further replication trials are needed with larger sample sizes,
control groups, and other dietary comparison groups.19
2. He FJ Nowson CA Lucas M MacGregor GA Increased consumption of fruit and
vegetables is related to a reduced risk of coronary heart disease: meta-analysis of cohort studies.
This study also speaks for itself. The researchers found what I think is obvious: “Increased fruit

and vegetable intake in the range commonly consumed is associated with a reduced risk of
stroke. Our results provide strong support for the recommendations to consume more than five
servings of fruit and vegetables per day, which is likely to cause a major reduction in strokes.”20
3. He FJ, Nowson CA, Lucas M, MacGregor GA. Increased consumption of fruit and
vegetables is related to a reduced risk of coronary heart disease: meta-analysis of cohort studies.
Journal of Human Hypertension 2007.
In conclusion, our meta-analysis of prospective cohort studies demonstrates that
increased consumption of fruit and vegetables from less than 3 to more than 5
servings/day is related to a 17% reduction in CHD risk [coronary heart disease],
whereas increased intake to 3–5 servings/day is associated with a smaller and
borderline significant reduction in CHD risk. The average fruit and vegetable
intake in most developed countries is approximately 3 servings/day, and it is even
less in developing countries. The current recommendations are to increase the
intake to 5 or more servings/day. Our results provide strong support for these
recommendations. If these were achieved, there would be a large reduction in
CHD morbidity and mortality. As raised blood pressure throughout its range is a
major cause of CHD, it is likely that the blood pressure-lowering effect of fruit
and vegetables is the major mechanism that contributes to a reduced risk of CHD.
In addition to its effect on CHD, an increase in the consumption of fruit and
vegetables may reduce the risk of strokes and some cancers and may have other
health benefits, for example improving bowel function, helping people adhere to
weight-reducing diets through improved satiety.21
The point of the foregoing is to show that consumption of fruit results exactly in what one
would expect to see, and that is, fruit provides high-quality calories in an easy-to-digest package,
is conducive to good health. Virtually all studies that involve an increase in the consumption of
fruit show positive results in terms of human health. On the other hand, it is interesting to note
that while there exist studies that show possible benefits from eating certain animal products,
most studies show that consumption of animal products is not exactly beneficial to our health. In
fact, more and more dieticians and physicians nowadays are warning their patties to consume
animal products in moderation.

Consequently, there are no good reasons to believe that it is the raw meat that contributed
to the expansion of human brain and there is compelling evidence that consumption of raw meat
is in no way beneficial to the human body, nor is raw meat essential to maintain high cognitive
capacities. Therefore, the foregoing discussion offers significant evidence that fruit in particular,
and to some extent tender leafy greens, constitute the human diet.
My point here is that, since there is an optimal diet for every species of animals on earth,
and humans are just animals, it follows that there is a specific diet for humans. In my view, such
a diet is what I call the “human diet,” which is a raw vegan diet. I call it human diet instead of
raw vegan because I want to emphasize a philosophical (some might say a scientific) point, that
is, nutrition is a physiological requirement based on the specific biological needs of an organism.
Raw foodism and veganism focus on culinary and psychological needs of people. I do not intend
to undermine the importance of gustatory and psychological needs. Unfortunately, they often fail
to align with our biological needs, and lead to many health problems. Moreover, our psychoculinary needs often lead to immoral practices in the name of taste, such as the exploitation of
animals.
So what is the human diet? I have to explain three points: (1) What “optimal diet” and
“specific” mean; (2) What the human diet is; and (3) The basis for asserting that the human diet
is optimal and specific for humans.

(1) Optimal and specific diet
A few years ago one spring day I was strolling through Central Park here in New York
City and noticed a man sitting on a park bench speaking on his cellular phone while holding a
container of French fries with the other hand. Then I noticed that a squirrel had crawled up on
the bench to take advantage of the man’s being distracted by his phone conversation and eat his
fries. Squirrels can eat fries, peanuts, and other human junk food. However, neither of those
foods is optimal for squirrel health.22 Not surprisingly, squirrels thrive when they eat food that is
optimal for them. By optimal I mean that it is not harmful to their health and they could eat in
abundance without experiencing negative health repercussions. In other words, a food is optimal
if it is the food that an organism adapted to eat. People nowadays, just like hominins millions of
years ago did, eat and digest many food items, but it does not mean that those foods are optimal.
To be optimal a food for a species, a food must contain valuable nutrition, be non-toxic to that

species, and be consumed in its whole state. A food that is optimal, thus, is said to be specific for
a species.

(2) The human diet
What makes a food specific is that that particular species evolved to digest and benefit
from a particular food. Squirrels evolved in such a way that mostly nuts and fruits are specific for
them. The human diet is a diet that human beings evolved to benefit from, a diet of fruit,
especially sweet fruit, and tender leaves. By fruit I refer to the sweet or savory seed-bearing
products of trees and plants, such as avocados, mangoes, tomatoes, peppers. Naturally the most
beneficial fruits are those that are edible in their raw state and easily digestible. For example,
botanically, an eggplant is a fruit, but in its raw state is not easily digestible. Occasionally,
humans can benefit from small and sporadic amounts of unprocessed nuts and seeds. The human
diet does not include anything that is toxic or useless to the human body, such as salt, alcohol,
spices, caffeine, and food that is processed. Once again, these foods and more might be
psychologically important, but nonetheless they are harmful and useless to the body. Arguably
the human diet strikes one as boring or lacking in variety. Two important points, however, must
be borne in mind: (a) All animals in nature eat a rather unvarying diet consisting in very few
foods; and (b) What is important is not so much variety per se, but rather it is important that an
organism acquires all nutritional needs from a diet. The human diet is specific and optimal for
humans because fruits and tender leafy greens are easily digestible and contain all the important
nutrients.

(3) The basis for asserting that the human diet is optimal and specific for humans
On what grounds, then, is the human diet an optimal and specific diet for humans? I
propose two empirical grounds. The first one is somewhat speculative because it has to do with a
rational consideration of Homo sapiens’ dietary needs based on human physiology and anatomy.
The second is a consideration of scientific data showing that consuming raw fruit and tender
leafy greens is conducive to good health. This however is incomplete due to the lack of extensive
research. However, the available research shows exactly what we expect to see—that fruit is
consistently beneficial to human diet.

What further evidence is there to show that human beings’ ideal diet is the human diet?
Consider the following. Scientists have estimated that there are approximately nine million
species on earth. Despite their being different, they share common aspects about diet. In my view
at least, if nine million different species have something in common, this fact merits attention. I
am referring to three facts: (1) All animals have a specific diet, (2) No animals cook food, (3)
their respective diets do not vary much. From these three common aspects, the second step of my
argument is that human beings, just like all other animals, are the product of their natural
environment. What I mean is that humans are very much part of nature, despite the fact that
modernity and technology has transformed humans and alienated them from nature.
The next step is to consider that human physiology has not undergone significant
evolutionary changes. Some for example suggest that long distance running has contributed to
increases in red blood cells and that over time many human beings became capable of tolerating
and digesting starchy foods.23 Another example is that humans developed osteoarthritis and
degenerative arthritic issues of the spine and lower limbs as a result of upright posture.24
However, human beings have not gone through significant changes that might have equipped to
digest cooked animal- and plant-based food. As the famous American paleontologist and
evolutionary biologist, Stephen Jay Gould pointed out, “There’s been no biological change in
humans in 40,000 or 50,000 years. Everything we call culture and civilization we’ve built with
the same body and brain.”25 In other words, while humans today are more technologically
sophisticated than their ancestors, they have similar brains. Moreover, while humans today cook
their food, for millions of years prior to cooking humans had been eating a raw diet. The fact
however is that cooking food is a relatively new practice for humans and the human body has not
had the time to undergo any significant physiological changes that might enable them to process
and benefit cooked food. Consequently, there is no reason to believe that cooking represents an
optimal or specific diet for humans. Thus, the human diet is, as I describe it, the optimal and
specific diet, a diet consisting in uncooked fruits and tender leafy greens.
Humans are indubitably frugivores. We evolved from the same genetic line as our closest
relatives, the bonobos and chimpanzees, whose diet consists in fruit and leafy greens. Our
digestive anatomy is very similar to theirs. Granted, chimpanzees are also known to eat the flesh
from other animals, for example monkeys. However, their primary food is fruit and tender
leaves. As I already mentioned, humans are capable of digesting cooked food, but this doesn’t

change the fact that our digestive anatomy is designed to eat fruit.26 Apes are also capable of
eating some cooked food. They seem to prefer it when offered, but no primatologist would
suggest that cooked food is optimal for apes.27 Why should it be optimal for humans, then? Most
researchers agree that the few thousands of years during which our species spent as foragers had
no significant effects on our digestive anatomy.28 In other words, modern humans eat cooked
food, but their digestive systems are still the same system that nature designed for eating fruit. As
primatologist Katharine Milton writes, “The widespread prevalence of diet-related health
problems, particularly in highly industrialized nations, suggests that many humans are not eating
in a manner compatible with their biology.”29 It is not surprising, then, that modern humans are
afflicted by numerous maladies, which are caused by humans’ deviation from “a diet on which
the primate line has flourished for many tens of millions of years and produced them”30
Cooking enables the consumption of foods that are inherently indigestible or toxic.
However, cooking is in no way beneficial to humans. For example, enzymes are important for
proper digestion. Unfortunately, they are heat sensitive, which means that cooking at
temperatures over 117°F (47°C) deactivates enzymes.31 Cooking also deactivates and destroys
water-soluble vitamins, such as vitamin C, B; minerals and vitamin A are also lost during
cooking.32 Phytonutrients are natural chemical compounds contained in plants; they are what
give fruits and vegetables their characteristic color. These chemicals protect the body and fight
diseases.33 Phytonutrients in freshly harvested plant foods can be destroyed or removed by
cooking.34 Cooking food, especially starchy food, can cause the formation of acrylamides, which
are substances that have the potential to cause cancer.35 Furthermore, there is a growing body of
science indicating that raw food diets have the potential to reduce the risk for cardiovascular
disease, can help turn off the gene Chromosome 9p21, which is the most potent genetic
associations with heart disease, improve mental and emotional quality of life. On the other hand,
cooked foods, which are by definition high in proteins, tend to shorten one’s life.36
Cooking denatures protein. Denaturation is a modification of the molecular structure of
protein by heat or by an acid that destroys or diminishes its original properties and biological
activity. Denaturation means that the molecular structure of proteins is modified and, as a result,
the modified structure can be harmful for the body. Thus, “Most genetic diseases can be linked
back to a protein that does not have the structure it should.”37 When food is cooked, resistant
linkages are formed between the amino acid chains that the body cannot separate.38 Also, the

Maillard reaction negatively affects the food (typically starches) generating prooxidants,
carcinogens, and lowering the nutritional value of food.39 Furthermore, cooked fats can be
rendered rancid and carcinogenic.40
Thus, while humans have been cooking food for a long time, cooked food is by no means
optimal for our species. To be sure, I want to emphasize the fact that the research on this topic is
gargantuan. One can easily find many studies that show the benefit of cooked food. I did not
include such studies in my discussion, but not because I feel that they are a threat to my
argument that cooking food is contrary to our nature. Rather, people are informed about the
benefits of cooking food every day because most, if not all, societies in the world cook food.
Such studies show that cooking some food increases the bioavailability of certain nutrients, etc.
However, it is typical to ignore the side effects of cooking food, some of which I discussed in the
previous section. The important point is that virtually all studies on raw food confirm that eating
fruits and leafy greens in their raw state is highly beneficial to our health. There are at least four
objections to raw veganism:
(1) Many object to the notion that cooking destroys nutrients. For example, they point out
that cooking tomatoes increases by many times the bioavailability of an antioxidant called
lycopene. This objection, however, is vacuous. For, it assumes that more is synonymous with
better. This is not necessarily true. For example, researchers show that “High-protein diets may
be appropriate for some individuals, but not for others; hence, specific individual needs, as well
as potential negative consequences, must be considered cautiously before such a diet is
adopted.”41 By the same token, all nutritional requirements can be met on a raw diet, including
lycopene. Secondly, a careful study of the research clearly shows that there is no doubt that
cooking food denatures or destroys nutrients.
(2) A study suggests the possibility of low bone mass in long-term raw vegans due to
vitamin D deficiency.42 First, consider two problems: One, there is practically no research on
long-term raw veganism; Two: People label themselves raw vegans when in reality they are not
raw vegans. They eat cooked food, and often they occasionally even consume animal products.
Thus, it is hard to imagine how the study can possibly be informative. Second, upon review of
pertinent literature, it is evident that there is “no association between s25(OH)D concentrations
and vegetarian status in either our black or white cohorts. This would indicate that factors other
than diet have a greater effect on s25(OH)D than vegetarian status.”43

(3) Another concern is that a raw vegan diet is limited in the variety of foods. For
example, raw foodists do not consume beans, legumes, whole grains, and potatoes. This just begs
the question. For one thing, prior to cooking food human beings ate a raw diet. Granted they
might have had the occasional dead bug. But in a tropical setting where fruit abound, what else
could humans eat if not fruit? For millions of years human beings acquired all the required
nutrition from plants. Furthermore, science shows that fruits and vegetables provide all the
essential nutrients. Secondly, while cooked starches and legumes contain valuable nutrients, at
the same time, as I showed earlier, they can be harmful in many ways.
Some argue that raw vegan diets can be harmful as a result of nutrient deficiencies and
often under-eating.44 Granted, under-eating leads to deficiency. But this is hardly news. The
researchers also conclude that a raw food diet leads to high loss of body weight, and therefore it
can’t be recommended on a long-term basis. I have a two-pronged reply: First, since many
people in the world are overweight or obese, the fact that a raw vegan diet leads to weight loss
cannot be but a virtue of such a diet. Second, some people believe that weight loss or gain is a
function of some mysterious principle of the universe. In reality, each individual requires a
certain number of calories to maintain his or her weight; the number of calories varies depending
on many factors, including one’s lifestyle. Thus, consuming more calories than one requires will
lead to weight gain; by the same token, consuming fewer calories will lead to weight loss. But, it
is not a raw vegan diet that magically leads to weight loss. Rather, it is the number of calories
that one eats.
To conclude the foregoing discussion, consider this further point. In 1930, Dr. Paul
Kouchakoff discovered an increase of leukocytes, white blood cells, in subjects that ate cooked
food, while subjects that ate raw food had no change in white blood cells count.45 This
phenomenon is known as digestive leukocytosis. Leukocytosis typically occurs as a result of an
inflammatory response. It is interesting that it also occurs as a result of consuming cooked food.
What is the explanation? Most agree that the most plausible and simplest explanation is that
cooked food is unfit for human consumption.46 In other words, cooked food is not the human
diet.

Raw and Veganism

Raw vegan diets have been around since the early 1900s, though they have become more
and more popular in the past couple of decades. In this era of dietary confusion, people have
tried to figure out a diet that is really conducive to health benefits. Since most food nowadays is
processed, and unhealthful, the logical conclusion is to eat as much whole food as possible. This
led many to adopt raw veganism. Predictably, medical and scientific authorities have shown
resistance to raw veganism and warned the public about the potential danger of eating a raw diet.
This should not come as a surprise considering that virtually all societies in the world revolve
around cooked food. In an article titled “Top 5 worst celeb diets to avoid in 2018”, the British
Dietetic Association lists five raw diets apparently followed by many celebrities and argue that
such diets could compromise long-term health.47 I do not deny that some vegan diets can be
wacky, but I want to make three remarks about evaluating raw diets because there is a great deal
of misconception about raw veganism.
First remark: Raw veganism is just an umbrella term. There are many diets that are
considered raw. For example, some people known as fruitarians consume a diet of, well, fruit.
Some eat only fruit, while others include greens; some others include nuts, seeds, fermented, and
dehydrated foods, such as dry fruit, dry kale, dry mushrooms, and more, while others avoid
them. Yet others eat predominantly greens and limit fruits, especially very sweet fruits. Some eat
a very high-fat diet, including nuts, seeds, and avocados, durian, and others eat a very low-fat
diet excluding those items. Some people consume herbs and spices, arguing that these are
beneficial to our health, others arguing the opposite stay away from herbs and spices (most
spices are not raw). Also, some individuals who follow raw vegan diets may include honey,
though honey is not a vegan food. In fact, some raw vegans consume shellfish, such as mussels
and clams, arguing that they are not sentient organisms. Furthermore, some label themselves as
“raw vegans” despite consuming limited amounts of cooked food and even raw or cooked
animal-based food. In short, people tend to make up their own definition of raw veganism
making it a complicated matter to determine whether or not a raw vegan diet is conducive to
good health.
Second remark: there are many food items that are raw, but are not necessarily healthful.
Since research is elusive about the nutritional benefits of these foods, I will refrain from cherrypicking scientific studies. In my view, these are not necessarily harmful foods if consumed
occasionally; at the same time, they are not healthful foods, and should not be a staple in any

healthful diets. These foods can be grouped under at least three categories: The first category is
fermented foods. Raw foodists may consume fermented foods and beverages, such as krauts,
kombucha, and other pickled products. These products may be slightly alcoholic, and contain
various amounts of sodium chloride (table salt). Our bodies need sodium but not sodium
chloride. Sodium chloride is a mineral—a rock. Our bodies can be seriously damaged by table
salt. Sodium, on the other hand, is a mineral that is naturally occurring in plants. Plants can
absorb rock minerals more efficiently than humans, but the human body can absorb only
minerals from organic sources. Thus, the ideal situation is to consume sodium by eating organic
sources, i.e., celery, coconut water, tomatoes, melons, leafy greens, etc. The bottom line is that
salt was introduced as a preservative because salt kills bacteria, especially during times when
refrigerators did not exist, to prevent meats from rotting. In practical terms, salt is not a food.
The second category includes products labeled “raw” that are not raw or are exposed to
heat and dehydrated. Since 2007 most nuts and seeds in the USA must now be steam pasteurized
before sale, though the law allows companies to label their nuts and seeds as raw. Nuts can be
healthful if consumed sparingly. However, I have some concerns about consuming nuts. First, as
will be explained later, cooking changes the molecular structure of food in ways that are often
more damaging than beneficial. Cooking nuts can cause oxidation, acrylamides, which can be
harmful for the body.48 Second, nuts are calorically dense, high in protein and fats. While in
certain circumstances such characteristics are desired, ideally one should follow a diet that is low
in calories and protein.49 Third, nuts are nearly devoid of water content, and this may lead to
dehydration. Ideally, a diet should be low in calories and proteins and high in minerals, vitamins,
antioxidants, and water; thus, fruit is a more healthful option than nuts in most cases.50
Another food that is marketed as raw is cacao. Cacao beans are fermented and roasted to
achieve the characteristic flavor. Once again, in my view cooked nuts, seeds, and cocoa, are not
conducive to good health. I concede that they can be healthful in their raw state and in limited
amounts, except for cocoa because it contains the stimulant alkaloid theobromine. The point
here, however, is that the nuts and seeds that many raw vegans consume are not raw. The second
group of raw foods is dehydrated products. These foods are prepared by exposing them to dry
heat; this is typically achieved by processing fresh fruit, vegetables, legumes, and more, in
dehydrator devices. Many argue that heated food can still be considered raw, and the nutrients
are not compromised, so long as the temperature never goes above 115 degrees Fahrenheit.

There is no legal regulation, or agreement among raw vegans, about the maximum permissible
temperature for a food to be considered raw. Some say the maximum is 115, but others say that
118 or even 120 degrees Fahrenheit will not destroy micronutrients. However, vitamins like
vitamin A, C, and thiamin are very sensitive to air and heat and can be significantly damaged or
destroyed.
The third category is stimulants and drugs. Stimulants can increase alertness or give the
feeling of increased energy. Take coffee for example. One eight-fluid-ounce cup of coffee
contains only one calorie. In other words, coffee confers to the body no energy. The reason one
feels more alert and energetic is that coffee stimulates the adrenal glands, which leads to cortisol
production, and in turn it leads to stress and adrenal fatigue. Not to mention that coffee is not raw
since it is a beverage obtained from ground-roasted seeds boiled in water. Tea is also a stimulant
and contains caffeine. In addition to coffee and tea, some vegans consume alcoholic beverages. I
don’t believe (I hope) that I have to cite any kind of scientific study here to show that alcohol is
not food. Alcohol, even in moderation, is poison and it kills everything that it gets in contact
with, and that’s why it is used as a disinfectant.51 Some people may advocate alcohol in
moderation. However, it is advocating taking poison in moderation.
Furthermore, raw vegans may take medications, use drugs, sleep too little, breathe toxic
fumes, and so on. The bottom line is that drugs, alcohol, coffee, etc., are not foods. Also, some
raw vegans may not sleep enough hours, not be exposed to the sun long enough, be stressed, eat
too much salt, etc. When dietetic associations or other medical and scientific entities assess the
impacts of raw vegan diets on human health, they often fail to account for a holistic picture of
the individual’s diet. What I mean is the following. An individual’s diet can reveal a great deal
about his health. However, his diet alone cannot give a full picture of his health. For example,
there are many cases of people who are unhealthy while following very healthful diets. In many
cases the culprit may not be the diet itself, but rather one or more of the factors just mentioned.
Typically raw vegans tend to be concerned about their health; still, some of them drink alcoholic
beverages, smoke tobacco, or take drugs. The bottom line is that there may be numerous factors
that make raw vegan diets appear unhealthful.
Third remark: Research on the potential benefits or drawbacks of a raw vegan diet is
lacking or is biased or is confusing. What I mean by “biased” is that non-vegans who eat cooked
food and use standard cooked diets are used as a point of reference to conduct the research. Also,

in most cases the researchers use questionable sample populations that may or may not be strictly
vegans or, as I mentioned above, may consume drugs, stimulants, and other unhealthful
substances and foods. It is true that there is a considerable body of research that vegan diets can
achieve weight loss, reverse diabetes, and lower cholesterol. However, at the same time, the socalled paleo diets and even meat-and-dairy diets seem to lead to good health. Ultimately, in my
view at least, it is vague to say that this or that diet is beneficial. What seems to be beneficial
without a doubt or need of scientific corroboration is consuming lots of fresh, uncooked fruit and
tender leafy greens. At any rate, what scientific research establishes is a complicated matter.
Essentially, there exist studies validating the efficacy and benefits of either dietary
approach. Having read hundreds of studies on diet and nutrition, it is experience that reveals the
true flaws or virtues of such studies. One of the main problems with nutrition research is that
most of the studies rely on the dietary patterns of people’s statement obtained through
questionnaires. Obviously, it is hard to monitor large populations and ensure that they are
following certain dietary protocols. So, researchers must trust what the individuals surveyed tell
them. As I mentioned, in addition to diet there are factors that have an enormous impact upon
our health, such as stress, drugs, stimulants, lifestyle, etc. Thus it is not easy to know what causes
certain conditions. These types of population studies also cannot prove cause and effect, but
merely show correlation. Furthermore, laypeople and the media distort the science and create
myths that serve their respective interests. The farm animals’ sector has an interest in selling
animal products; and people who consume animal products have an interest in justifying eating
animal products. Nowadays, we hear that we have to consume calorie-dense foods high in fats
and proteins to be in good health, when in fact thinking logically reveals that the opposite is true.
Many health magazines inspired by certain scientific studies promote dietary cholesterol and
recommend consuming eggs, dairy products, and meats. Is this a coincidence? The meat industry
needs to sell more animal products, people are told to eat more animal products, and people buy
more animal products. Why are we never told to eat more blueberries, for example? Naturally,
one may point out that my observations about scientific studies go both ways. That is to say,
studies that find plant-based diets beneficial for our health suffer from the same problems just
mentioned in connection with studies in favor of animal-based diets. The only way to make sense
of scientific studies about nutrition is through experience. Furthermore, a peculiar aspect of this
issue, which speaks in favor of plant-based diets, is the fact that while there is evidence that

animal products are not beneficial for human health, there are no studies that show that fruit and
vegetables can be deleterious for human health.

Conclusion
In this chapter I showed that the mainstream view that early hominins became human
beings with an increased brain size as a result of cooking food and the incorporation of animal
products in their diets is false. I proposed compelling evidence and argumentation to show that
early hominins benefitted from a raw diet of mostly fruit, which promoted improved foraging
techniques and in their turn their cognitive development. Two implications follow. The first one,
which I forcefully argued, is that the ongoing question of which is the optimal diet for humans
can be answered confidently, “Fruit!” The second implication, which I merely suggest, is that
perhaps my discussion provides the basis for a discussion of the human diet with respect to our
treatment of non-human animals and the environment. In other words, if human beings are
designed, as it were, to eat fruit, perhaps this fact gives us an evolutionary reason to justify
ethical raw veganism and condemn the exploitation of non-human animals and the environment.
What’s Next: We Have to Save Veganism
We have to save veganism from becoming a commercial food trend. Veganism today has
become a giant meatball (pun intended) made of many ingredients, including pop philosophy and
ethics, pseudo- science, lucrative business, foodism, and fashion. In other words, veganism has
shifted its focus from the animals to people’s self indulgence. By definition, I am a vegan
because I do not consume animal products; but I often do not identifying myself as a vegan in
order to avoid possible misinterpretations. Moreover, I am critical of certain aspects of the
current state of veganism. Many people are vegans on the ground of vague moral principles or
follow veganism under the assumption that a vegan diet is automatically healthful or even
because they simply like vegan food. In the next chapter, I will discuss two concerns about the
direction of veganism: (1) veganism can promote consumerism; it promotes intemperance and
self indulgence, and ultimately it does not help the environment. One way I propose to
reestablish the true spirit of ethical veganism is by embracing veganarchism, which, in my view,
is the combination of virtue ethics and anarchist values. (2), I suggest a valiant solution to the

environmental problems that the meat industry causes—the solution is abolition of the
production of animal products through a virtue-oriented education.
As a concluding remark, I want to give a quick overview of my concern about the
direction of veganism. More and more people become vegans or consume vegan products.
Should vegans be happy about it? Perhaps not so fast! As the number of vegans is on the rise,
many non-vegan corporations are jumping on the vegan bandwagon by creating new foods
tailored to the vegan community. Just this year, MacDonald’s has developed a vegetarian
“Happy Meal”, TGI Friday’s has announced a “bleeding” vegan burger, and Gregg released its
controversial vegan sausage roll. Also, the companies Impossible and Beyond Meat have been
producing vegan burger patties, meatballs, and vegan ground beef, that are supposed to emulate
the smell, taste, and texture of real meat. Impossible’s products are not yet available for sale, but
are served at many vegan joints and at many non-vegan fast-food chains, such as White Castle,
Applebee’s, Bareburger, 5 Napkin Burger, Burger King, to name a few. Beyond Meat’s products
are available for sale in many supermarkets. One of the oddities regarding such products is that
they are produced to emulate real meat products. Beyond Meat burger patties are packaged in the
same way as meat patties. Also, Beyond patties look uncannily like regular meat patties,
including the blood aspect, which is achieved by the addition of beet juice. Beyond Meat
burgers, when cooked, react to heat the same way as meat in that they change color from blood
red to the characteristic brownish color of cooked meat that obtains as a result of the Maillard
Reaction. A Further peculiarity regarding the sale of Beyond Meat products is that they are often
placed in the same refrigerators where meat products are kept. It is clear that the resemblance to
meat products of many vegan products and the marketing strategies that these companies adopt
are counterproductive for veganism. Arguably the existence of these products does two things:
one, it sends a specific message to the public; this message is that meat is the real deal, and then
there are products that emulate meat, reinforcing the notion that eating animals is the norm,
while veganism is an “option.” Vegan products are viewed not as the real deal, but a second-tier
product or a second best or a weird brother that gives meat eaters a wink. In fact, most vegan
foods emulate animal products—a trend that renders some vegans an odd bunch of individuals
who refuse to eat animal products but wish to eat animal products and in order to do so they eat
foods that taste, look, and smell like animal products.

Regardless of whether these products are tasty or popular or are helpful as transitioning
foods, the main problem is that veganism is no longer the moral lifestyle choice of eco-militants,
but rather another trend that has successfully entered the mainstream. Instead of representing the
opposition, veganism runs the risk of becoming an ally to the meat industry. Veganism revolves
so much around food that, ironically, it has been swallowed and digested by mainstream nonvegan corporations. One might note that vegan products, such as burgers, vegan cheese that
melts and stretches, and many others, have been produced to please meat eaters more than
vegans. As I noted, many of these products taste and look almost identical to their animal-based
counterparts. I, as well as many others, became a vegan because I am repulsed by the smell and
the idea of killing animals to cook and eat their bodies. At any rate, one thing is clear: these
corporations are not ethical enterprises, but just corporations. They are concerned about profit-not about morality, not about the animals, and not about the environment. Unfortunately, the
promotion of such products perpetuates carnist values, that is, the ideal of meat and animal
products as the norm. Veganism has to be saved from being misappropriated by the meat
industry. As an indication of the future of veganism, consider Arby’s “Megetable”—a piece of
meat that looks like a carrot!52
All this sounds like a market ploy perpetrated by the meat industry to first eclipse the
moral nature of veganism and then take control of the same. Furthermore, a very important point
is that by purchasing a vegan meal from a large food chain, vegans support businesses that can
continue further environmental destruction through the production of animal products. Clearly,
instead of stopping animal-based companies, the purchasing of the vegan option in fact increase
the profit of such companies, which will continue to their environmentally damaging businesses.
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